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REMARKS 

Favorable reconsideration of this application is respect folly requested in view of the 
forgoing amendments and the following remarks. 

Claims 1, 3, IS, and 34-35 have been amended. Claim 2 has been canceled without 
prejudice or disclaimer of the subject matter contained therein. Claim 36 has been added. 
Claims 1 and 3-36 arc currently pending, of which claims 1, 18, and 34-35 are independent 

Claims 1-35 were rejected under 35 US.C § 102(c) as allegedly being anticipated by 
Rubbert et d. (6,632,089). 

The above rejections arc respectfully traversed for the reasons set forth below. 

Fersonal_Intcrvicw_Con ducted 

The undersigned thanks Examiner Nguyen for the courtesies extended daring the 
"interview conducted on March 07, 2006. During the interview, Applicant's proposed 
amendment and the Rubbert reference were discussed. The Examiner acknowledged that the 
proposed amendment would overcome the prior art of record. 

Claim Refection under 35 UJS.C. S 102 

The test for determining if a reference anticipates a claim, for purposes of a rejection 
under 35 U.S.C. § 1 02, is whether the reference discloses all the elements of the claimed 
combination, or the mechanical equivalents thereof functioning in substantially the same way 
to produce substantially the same results. As noted by the Court of Appeals for the Federal 
Circuit in Lindemann Maschinenfabrick GmbH v, American Hoist and Derrick Co., 221 
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USPQ 481, 485 (Fed- Cir. 1984), in evaluating the sufficiency of an anticipation rejection 
under 35 U.S.C. § 1 02, the Court stated: 

» 

Anticipation requires the presence in a single prior art reference 
disclosure of each and every clement of the claimed invention, 
arranged as in the claim. 

Therefore, if the cited reference docs not disclose each and every element of the 
claimed invention, then the cited reference foils to anticipate the claimed invention and, thus, 
the claimed invention is distinguishable over the cited reference. 

Claims 1 -35 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 02(e) as allegedly being anticipated by 
Rubbertetal (6,632,089). 

Rubbcrt fails to teach "feedback information comprising an indication of additional 
images that are needed to produce said model of said object/ 1 as recited by independent 
Claims 1,18, 34, and 35. Rubbcrt discloses scanning a patient's teeth. The scanned images 
arc "transmitted to the back office server," which "ultimately generates and displays the 
digital model on a screen display/ See column 14 lines 13-24. Therefore, it appears that the 
only feedback Rubbcrt's system provides is the final model. Rubbert f s system does not allow 
the dentist to receive feedback information comprising an indication of additional images that 
are needed to produce the model. 

Rubbcrt fails to teach "imparting said feedback i nformation to a user of said 
computing device concurrently with said processing, 11 as recited by independent Claims 1,18, 
34, and 35. The Office Action alleges that the dentist creating a real physical model of the 
scanned dentition is analogous to the feedback information of the claims. This feedback 
information is not "impartcd^to a user," because it is actually created by the user. Moreover, 
it is not imparted "concurrently" with processing of the model. 
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Rubbert fails to teach "imparting feedback information to a user" and "receiving a 
further image of said object in the computing device to produce said model of said object," as 
recited by Claims 1, 34, and 35. In Rubbert's system, if the dentist determines that the final 
model is faulty or insufficient, his only recourse appears to be re-performing the entire 
procedure, even though the system may only require a single additional image to complete 
the model. In contrast, claims 1 1 34, and 35 recite "imparting feedback information to a user" 
and "receiving a further image of said object to produce said model." 

With respect to claims 1 8-1 9, Rubbert fails to teach a feedback information generator 
coupled to a receiver for the reasons set for above. Similarly, Rubbert fails to teach imparting 
feedback to a user "concurrently with the production of said model," for the reasons set forth 
above. With respect to claim 1 9, Rubbert fails to teach anything remotely similar to a 
"comparator/' The Office Action states that claims 18-19 arc refected under the same reasons 
as claims 1-17. However, claims 1-17 do not refer to a "comparator." 

Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted that independent claims 1, 18, and 34-35, and 
the claims that depend therefrom, are allowable over the prior art of record. Withdrawal of 
the rejection of these claims, therefore, is respectfully requested 

NcwClaim 36 

Rubbert also fails to teach receiving at least one image, processing one or more of 
said at least one image, generating feedback information, and imparting said feedback 
information by a self-contained, hand-held, computing device, as is recited by new claim 36, 
Rubbert discloses a hand-held scanner, which transmits the scanned images to a back officer 
server, which further transmits and displays the information to an office computer. Rubbert 
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docs not teach receiving an image, processing an image, generating feedback information, 
and imparting said feedback information on a self-contained, hand-held, computing device. 

Conclusion 

Tn light of the foregoing, withdrawal of the rejections of record and ullowancc of this 
application arc earnestly solicited* 

Should the Examiner believe that a telephone conference with the undersigned would 
assist in resolving any issues pertaining to the allowability of the above-identified 
application, please contact the undersigned at the telephone number listed below. Please 
grant any required extensions of time and charge any fees due in connection with this request 
to deposit account no. 08-2025. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Dated: March 7, 2006 



By 



AotokTC Mannava 
Registration No.: 45,301 




MANNAVA & KANG, P.C. 
8221 Old Courthouse Road 
Suite 104 



Vienna, VA 221 82 

(703) 652-3822 

(703) 880-5270 (facsimile) 
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